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; Introduction 


After 750 combined hours of analysis, | Professors Gerald M. Goldhaber, 


e Jerry K. Frye and D. Thomas POREGES together with Research Fellow, Michael 


) 


% a 
‘Yates, all from the state University of New York at Buffalo, Department of Cc 
Commmication, have discovered major verbal and nonverbal communication 


_ differences’ between the candidates in the three Ford/Carter debates, The 
1 Fesearch was based upon ain sini ae of 7,378 specific nonverbat behaviors 
> 4, : a 
. , and 955 verbal references found = the 30,852 word transeripte. The" researchers 


found differences dn eye gaze, ‘mouth’ expregsion, shoulder and head movenents, 


~ “~gbeech. rate, Farman use of specific support Ing materials, character 
4 a “6 
‘ references, as: ‘well as differences. ‘in overall effectiveness ‘and speaker . 


- 


credibil ity. . < 


“@ 


wa: \ . 
* “Since ‘most’ viewers in qactonail surveys gondubted a the three debates. 


, Were viable to ident ify ‘specific reasons my Ford or ‘Gaktex "won, " this research’ 


| may provide useful’ _ each panna os 8 image projected to the viewers. 


‘(potential wobexa). 


‘We believe that,/ taken BOBEEREE these behaviors help create an impression 


\ of ee candidate which. exteeds the Importance of the actual words used. by fhe” 


aN daeea, We believe this dueeaaston; this projected ‘image,’ owill ultimately 


— 


“have great, impact supon how. or whether. people vote. Based upon an in depth | 


. “ 


_ content analysis of’ the wetter, transcripts, and videotapes -of all three sahdtss, 


. 


‘y our: major findings are présented néxt. ting 9 — : a 
a0 so. a Ta a . 7 oO * 
_Gonclusions ; . . : . 


| rn oe a 
-. “ ‘: . 8 
overall Conclusion . : 
Satter. In Debaté t ‘we saw a _gendrally solemn, tense a d nervous Jtomy Carter 
~¢ whose rigid body exhibited stan | shifts in eye gaze one facial “expression, 
sonet ines smiling inappropriatel yy! “and often nervqusly Licking and pressing his 
| . 


lips. We saw. rapid head movements accompanied by, fast’ and often nonfluent. ‘speech, 


ae 
sos x 


@ a . | ; 7 7 - 8 


* 


~ te a more ly, smiling Carter whp was no longer afraid ‘to attack "Mr, Ford", 
roe 


, sondexdus body movements was a slow but. steady. speech’ rate. -unhanpered 


. 2 : . = - | ‘ 
- We ssw re “say Carter in awe ‘of seccatsle Ford" end defensively trying to C _ 


— his competence by relying upqn specifics to support his generalities. ‘. 


Rt 
‘In Debate aid however, we saw a much calmer, more relaxed Gabter who main~ 
H 
- Fainea his high speech rate but eatinak dteruptive nonfluencies. We saw his 


¢ 


Bu 
eyes: focus . almost exclusively on the TV camera as ie sought to miintain direct 


: a 
‘contact with the millions of viewers, “The somber facial ckpression ‘was changed / 4 


f 


who sought. place hior on the defensive while keeping himself aloof fyém the 


potential pitfalls of specifics and details. 


=< 
In Debate III, we saw another Carter, a cautious but a ain Bone Winee nervous 


_ man sitio smiled more Seren, but trot just as an indteavee af p easure or relaxation, 


“4 


while his upper body renstaad cdim, his head; — and mouth again engaged in 
: ), 


rapid. and Bone Eines random movements. Once again, his eyes found refuge ween 


his podium while his. speaking: rate increased, often. at the xpense of his fluency. 
= hout the mebates: 


Carter seemed to ro ect severe] ima és 


» 


We saw the nervous ‘carter’ dn Debate I ‘Genes tHe 2 eggressive. but often pentls 


Poo 
4 


7 


Carter of Debate IE and einatiy the cautious and again Pence carter of Debate TTT. 


Ford, - Debate x we saw a rigid Ford whose head moved Little, whose face 


temained ‘expressionless, whose eyes ensined fixed. on | the patel ‘while , ignoring 


s 


the ‘1c0 million TV viewers, but whose = body eroquently moved shikting weight 


fro his left foot to his right. Acgompany ing his eer and sometimes _ 


° 


monfluencies.’ Finally, we saw a Gerald Ford attempting to portray a ‘lo 


esidential ‘image. by displaying several lengthy and ofte tiresome statistics 
’ : ‘ 

nd detailed examples while. frequently referring to his — "in the | 

. > 7 . . 4 % ‘ wt 


; te. : : 
al ‘office." “ 


In Debate Ti, we saw relatively the same Gerald Ford as in Debate I. ' The 
only major henge was vhdn Ford. chose to talk to his TV audience instead of the 


panel, even occasionally Auaiing while he aneoe relied upon specifics, examples 
* \ ad 4 
and Presidential teferences* as he sought to defend his redord against Caxter's 


’ 
; : s = Pa , ‘ 


direct attacks, a : i . : 


In Debate rit, Ford decided to once again ook at the panel” cnpernd of the 
f 


- camera although he managed. a few frontal gazes at Carter, atéenpting ee 


hin on he dara Again, nis aad stable hhead* and, facial ‘shifts were 


. 


: “accompa ted ae a very slow, maeeiteal: spéaking HAees this time somewhat more 


ce nt than in the previousgdebates, Like carter, perunpe Ford sensed the 
While. 


ry - 


aa ‘tance of this last debate and atey epptonghei the . event with caution. 


i using fewer specifies; he again avoided direct assaults on carter, preferring to : 


rae project a “ndce guy" image. 


“In sun, Gerald Ford. ‘seened ify ro ect! teady and consistent if not Slow 


ovERALL. # CARTER PRESENTED SEVERAL IMAGES WHILE FORD WAS MORE CONSLSTENNG 1H 


Bom His ‘YeREAL AND NOHVERBAL BEHAVIOR. WHILE MANY VOTERS MAY‘CHOOSE TO REJECT” 
N. ' 


FORD'S; MANE- OTHERS MAY. BE conus rc CARTER'S,. | 4 S , 


7 aN 
.. Specific Conclusions 
6 BS a Py 1 \ 
a i Carter was rated Jaore area dynamic, competent and trustworthy than : 
é 


7) 


: Ford by’ a Bkoup. f SUNY- Buffalo students while they watched Debate ‘II. 


2. Carter ra his eye: gaze direction 3-4 nee more often than Ford while 


naintaining see contact with the TV audience than Ford. Ford | 


rare more c sistent eye contact chrougneut the three debates, concen- 


Hing mostly on 1 the. panelists and shifting direction only meester 


b 
>». 
> 


qn 


' . Pi Fs y ’ 
P 3 Carter shifted and moved his head more als alles tension to — «at 


. . . a 


: ae tes : 


} Ford's more “expressive” motion, 
AL Cartér's mouth was more expressivé. ‘than Ford's at cs al ndigat ing. both 
. relaxation (by smiling) and tetsion (by licking and pressing his Lips}, 

5. Ford moved his upper body from 3-5 times more’ than ai in ali three 
debates, Ford moved his” upper body to release tension created by tha | 


debates, while Carter held higrhpper beady erect while nee eyes 


mouth and head, “Ford's athletic build may have helped enffartte his inage 


as the more mature, self-reliant and stronger candidate, while the." aunties 


more slender Carter may be perceived as\a more ambitious, ‘thought ful. and 

sensitive person, | . . 7 ay 

| 6. Carter ‘spoke between 207, to 2m faster than it averaging 164-176 words : : 

ts ‘per eaeees to Ford's more deliberate 128-133 wpm. Because of Carter's fastér /X 
Ry ‘ 


. speaking rate, he was able to use 12% more words in 11% 


’ 


‘less eine nay Ford, 


“Carter' s fast rate of speaking apparently dispels the ‘myth that alls cutheners 


speak more. slowly than other Americans and: ‘may have contributed to his high - 


‘ 


| wr, ratings as a dynamic speaker, 
7. Carter was more nonfluent: ‘than Ford in Debate I but dramatically reduded 
: e ; 
+ his rate of rionflusacie ad, e “Ir to,a par with. Ford's. In Debate Ill, 
\' : however, both dpeakers equal increased their ‘rate of: on gtusnctes:, : : > 


Hpparentty feeling the impact and ° importance of’ the last debate, Berne 

‘overall low rate of dloniueney sc ala contributed to,haft high public 

ratings for competence fad knowledge while Carter's a rate ot eae 

| cousributed to his pisher ratings on sincerity. | - _. . 
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& 
\ 
i) 8. Carter *hOved pis mL Ley ro be. specific in Debate I, but he became more 
‘ ¥ 


geners} (ang pprsedenty,, more effective), in a la II and Tit. Ford used 
¢ , 

apect£#°s Abou ut 1/3 of his © time {ny pebates I and II (helping his het ae ! 

\ . rating? Omg onpetenes), puk» like carter, became more gencral ‘in Debate xn! 
el te ref, ¥ 

‘ 9, F or} ree hed upo™ “Tene 8 designed to build his own credibility wee 
a. 
; r Carter, PPing riby atten te g to attack Ford paa\ place hffi on the defensiy 


7 10... Overalt> Tiny carter Beene t© project séveral images throughout the | - 
debate? (ney 9? F88teg ives 8entle, tense) whilé Ford projected a tases ; 
: ed ; 
consishent Lenag? Cow aggeable And competent but lacking warmth and 
ee : : _ 


aynant™) . (508 Fite j for the data.) | 
, Overar EEECEL oye5? | 2 ne. 
. a One me4SUre ‘of effecting ness is the polls taken immediately after the three 


debates. AS cay pe seen bey ote “ Ford: seemed coin" pekate I; carter, Debate II, 


Pa 


ana Depate ae 8 cose to be , draw. a ™ 
rt 
? pa gee 7 os 
7 we x eal a one : 
pebate y ’ "| Debate IZ. _ Debate II 
Fore ; Carte™ | : Ford Carter ‘  S Ford Carter 
‘ _ AP 3464 34-8 34.6 88.2 ° f 35.5 33.1 
: ’ i ie ; ve | nerd . * 
~ ROPER * 39.0 a6 Wee 2s ~ 30.0 40.0 © 29.0 40.0. 


art owt? Teseay cb in “hich we askeq 65 “students to rate the two candidates 
as hes viFMS Dara a re shaved that carter vas perceived as the more @ effoptive y 
: as wel] as ‘the , Rore ayeante, competent and Saigo candidate. ‘The /greatest ; 
\: di fference$, betty een nga Rc gndidates was On "dynamism", and the least’ difference 
was on neoPPRteng ", anSSe gipd ings seen consistent with most of the national pol} 


that ciged T8804 gor S@lecpigg either ford or Carter ag the winner in the debates 
6 


of —— 


more often at his’ listener, 


pee _ ge | Ope | ay a, 


. ee ¢ an bo : : 
(Ab “60% eo our sample, Heer? Was leaning or conmfttec toward CArter before 
yo a ’ * ~~ 
bate e HY, which may account £64 the higher ratings. i Gee, caeeee 2, e 4, 
é ; \ 
‘5 for the data. y : s y * ; : ‘ 
le 


ei 
directness (trustworthiness, OBEY » competence) and a commmicator! s 1 0iy6 


" to put ‘his, thoughts into words, Increased eye confact cah indicate individu]: - 


' : - apy 8 
. : ; 72 Dae 
ability” to communicate meaning directly. ae contact also gives an indicat {oh ape 
er 3 


the nature of the relationship desired by the commntegtor. Typically, a Sp 


who Hepives a eiowa relat ionahip with his iistenes will gaze more directly, 4 


Throughout the three debates, Carter chifted his eye on e, ‘direction 3-4° times 


as much as oe. ; ee spent, much is tho: naintaining diract eye contact: 3 - 
with’ the 7) camara (and consequen ly, the home “yi@wer) and the panel, while onten - 
= enteg somewhat nervously to thk podium, It is with eye gaze that Garter shifted 
his Behavior most inconstebage ye For Sia a in Debate If, carter ; concentrated a 
on the pa 1 i camera with nervous Tooke at the dium, In Debate’ ‘II, She - ys 


’ 


practically ored all other directions aia the camera, In Debate Tit, ha 


reduced his TV: camera eye contact and inergased, his 1 Qks at the podten, In no ; 
§ = . } eg 
debate did he tance much at Ford. , - : a e 7 


- Ford, on the\other hand, maintained a consistent pattern of eye contact . 
1 i 2 : ‘ . . : 


« 


t : : ; . é 
_ throughout the’ three debates, With the exception of Debate ae Tord increased 


_ and. in pebaté-41 


80-100 million people watches, portions of the debates, TV camera, eye contact,had 


/ Speaking to them ‘directly rathy 


oe 


sare las ah aearie, he ice aeatned Bmest: ex elusive’ contact. with tie ‘Pane el, a 


tances at Gartee. on 20 different oceasions. Since an estimated 
T Use. 


& OS 


+ 


ortant infications. the ‘person, at home may have felt that the candidate a 
‘than, to other hon ancy were E Aeasualty) obse nying 


3 F 


s y . : . 4 \ . : , 
y : : 3 Jae é . - _ 
. : mae Re eee : ’ : 
. ‘ ae e 2 : - ‘ - sf 


¢ . y) 
oe ' 
es a ea fH tgee eT 2, aac, SY Sy ty eR aS 
. : » 


" f . i . ty G ae 
P ‘ s 
—— their a a Certer, therefore, ‘a8 ool: ing directly, at the, ‘home _ 


v ae 
. d (See ‘Table 1 
and Figure 6 for the data.) a Ca. a ’ 
: . : aa bas . toe . Y 

. ~ : rat a . 

Head Movement ’ mT tt 8 sears. 
“wead’ activity is. typically ah indication of a ‘spesker's expressiveness, or an eke 
: pe 


ich @ situation, “tn all three debates, Carter 


In Debate III, pati ee moved his 


indication af tension 
ye EEE 


more often than Ford. 
U a 


s Pord, portly with short aur nay rapid opifts. 


| shifted and moved his 


head three pines as much 


usually eypigal of tension, Throughout. the three debates, Ford eradualiy decreased 7 


WW the amount of — his head moved en 29% to 277%, °to 16% of hts speaking time, > ; 
fm 


whitfe carter increasedt the time spent in head movement from: dan to. 34%, ek aie a 


we interpret these data to meen that Ford's head movement su 
Sy 


ure Carter's niovenaht indicated tension. (See Table Ree Figu e 7 for the age 


Mouth Expression , j . aa ; 

, \ ba i ow ~ $ ‘ - ; 
. The expression on te@ mouth of a communicator (smiling, frowning) igdtcatgs ; Sie ay 
tae 
several dimensions of emotion, In all three debates. “tarter's tout a: t 4 3 : 
- 5 q : df 


more égpressive-t han Ford! . This means Carter ifted mouth expression (from 


capoeeserereae to smiles to pressing lips, et a); revealing his emotions more ah ). 7 


° : e . é 
Ford. Althourh foth candidates were mostly e ressionless enrau haut all debates, . 4 
Jk ~ 7 vs 
Ford was the more somber of wre two, zeman ing expressionless for absut 95% of his — ea 
‘ i 
% speaking time to Carter's 50-05%. - 7 


Carter tends to: lick and :press his lips (a po. sib oe sign of tension) ag veld uy oy 4 
. “A . a i . ae vs : 


4 a 


ERC \ 9p. ane coer 


“iS 


O25 a 
t otgn sattcfaction) more ce Ford, ‘Although ¢ Garter” 8B yn 


ad 


ely pasing from aft dgbatea. (occurring less than 2% 
K 


\eradiually siicreased the mumbo of his blight omiles 


iy 


ke oe hig ‘speaking time); Carter 
+ 


f 


7 ne from Th ‘to 10% to 12% of his opeakifg time. Since he also increased the nunber of 


’ 
‘ 


. times ‘ie prosoedsnis | lips, Ga tet- seemed ‘to be ‘alternating Seepie ies bauaviors 
vv» 


ram a i ‘ o. 7 
i ] a = : ¢ aN 


in oo of twodonflicting emok fonal states (relaxation and Panaioa): In briéf 


’ , 


“Mar “Up er B ‘Movemént’. | a - a * 
ae = 2 : = oh 
. ll 
"3 the | manner and amount that a person moves his body communicates goch about 
vr td a s. ‘ 
hie Belptcontidence, ‘energy \or fatigue, saa dezensiveness,. and nervousness. , 
“\ 4 “ep m& \ ~ « 
7 As enafign ineredse's Gods movements - tend to be viewed as symptons of saveral inner 
* 


Lf 


ral 


stated, e shape of a person's node sas'= définite impact apo body movemént and - 


oe 
thie. erceptions of people about; 8 cogaunicator' 8 credibility. in addition, body — 


« 


ehape is’ often related to the tenpenehent of oe | No one person fits 


-pergect ty a given theoretical body type, ‘but iderable information. ac be 
* \ . : 
a ‘gleaned from just - an aasigdla ou : 
Pe 
a “Fo exémp18). Ford, whoge. body type is clode to the "athletié" type, i 
2 ae 


roba ly’ be viewed as stronger, “more masculine, “better-leoking, more pature, ‘and 


dae leliant. "Carter has a ea se | “slender" body type which would be viewed 
oe : pele ; 


“probably, « as aibitious, yosiiger, tense, cautious, thoughtful, sensitive and gentle. 


do 


2 The iplyceptions’ often piey an. important role in the development of athandidate’ 8 


“py. ao ea 2° 


ae "nage" and, thus, have: a part to play in how votes'are cast, id 


4 


x Ya crit th was more expressive shan Ford's at. tA hes ieee both slpencion 


wi 


7 ty Ford moved his” “upper bod 2- 3 times more often than-Carter in all three tdehates. 
y 
1 a ; ; A 


* Sy 


4) 6 
Ny , 


4 
¢ 


-P Roth Pandidates, incre: sed: the r rate of” upper body moveme eben Debate I to 
>» 


‘Debate III although For d reduc¢d the facut of time spent inf such movements from 


a aro / 
| 


- 


{ 


ee 


oe daneee spesking rate, he was’ able to _use 1% more words, in 11% —— ise than Ford, 


o 
ERIC 


| : . : 7 2e. _ 
’ . Pa : 


"an average of 8 to 2 seconds per movement. Tho, Ford's upper body movements, Kw 


‘while, more ene uene in Hepeere II and [iI were less ponderous, Carter's BBIIGE 


bay renained eetatively erect throughout the three debates. In brief, Ford a nove’ 


saniier bad y ‘to rélease tennton created by the dehates while Carter held h held his 
upper body’ erect while moving his eyes, mouth and head. (See Table 4 and Figure 


9 for the data) aie, ad ; : — : ” Y 
7 ee . kar 
Bo 7 ’ 


Spaech Rate 
The average speaking rate of most Americans ranges fron 125 to 150 wpm (words 


~ ‘ 


"per minute). “Speaking rate is “related: a da amount of in format ion transmitted %/ 


a 0 


and pérceptions of sale competence and aponeanetty of the communicator, “ In. all , 


three debates Carter spoke between 22%, to 27%, faster than Ford, Carter avers ed 
three debates, Carter sp ce D Le faster than Ford, Carter averaged 
164 wpm + Debates I anti II and increased that ‘ra ‘rate to 176 wpm in Debate III, . 


while* Ford spoke . between = 133 wpm in all three debates.~ Because ot Carter! 8 


Carter’ s fast rate 6f speaking sipatently dispels ene get that all Southener rs ae 


speak more slowly than other Americens, and may have neve: contributed to his high 
gatings ¢ as a dynamic speaker, In Debate III, “Cartet tended to ieeenies his speech 


rate as the debate ee at one time approaching 220 wpm. Ford, on the ‘other: 
hand, maintained a steady rate of about 130 wpm with ‘increases occurring when he 


» 
_was réspénding to Carter (perhaps. a sign of tension for Ford). f* 


i“ 
The rate of spealinig and listener Sie adele ‘tenda” to be related. When 
specifics such as statistics. ‘and detailed examples weré used in Debate I, Carter's 


faster rate of apeateing may have been a disadvant eae In the. second and third 


I eke ded t be related to his 


use of fewer facial ‘and head movements. simtlacly; Garter’ s- ‘faster. Speech rate 


7 eS ‘ a3 4 i See. . Sng} 
= J va ‘ ‘ Naf tee she Te . 4 ‘ ; 


; ar 
" em os i hay 
2) ey Cage ge ; 


a\ 


i . ot = 10 - 22 | i 


tended to be related to hin more frequent use of factal, and head movemento, (See 


Table 5 and Figures 10, 11 for the data,) - iH / . 


Nonfluencies : : - ie 


_Nonfluencies tend to indicate a speaker's state of tension as woll as in- — 


. . ‘ : Ses . ' 
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